Prevailing Theories
The recent flurry of books, anthologies, survey articles, and book reviews on the gender gap in science [e.g., Col, CW1-4, CWB, GK, KM, Sc, Sp] includes a new three-year study summarizing the findings of over 400 research articles and ''approximately 20 meta-analyses (and several meta-analyses of meta-analyses)'' [CWB, p 219] . After careful analysis of this huge body of literature, Cornell developmental psychologists Stephen Ceci and Wendy Williams rule out discrimination as a significant factor, even describing evidence of reversediscrimination. As confirmed by many of our own colleagues of both genders, there simply are no queues of girls and women striving to enter careers in mathematics, computer science, and other hard sciences, and being turned away. If anything, just the opposite is true.
The new study [CW3] reviews the standard gender gap arguments such as pipeline issues, motherhood, the ''people'' versus ''things'' explanation, and the ''greater male variability hypothesis'' (that men and women are of equal average ability, but that the variance of men is higher -hence more idiots and more geniuses). Then, the authors find that the evidence is not consistent with the gender gap being largely a consequence of biological sex differences [CW3, p 180], and that social factors are also not compelling [CW3, p 183]. The meta-analysis concludes:
we believe that the entire corpus of research reduces to a single large effect coupled with a host of smaller effects. 
